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October 19. 2003 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federd Communicauoiii Cammtsnoti 
445 12th Strect, NIT' 
TV~ihmgtonj D.C. 20534 

Dear lfichael Copps. 

I an umting to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flag'' technology for dqtd 
relevismi. A s  a consumer atid citizen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovation, consumer 
ri,glits, atld the ultltnate adoption of DTV. 

.i robustl campetibve inarket foor consumer electronics must be rooted in matlufactuterm' >biliq- to innovate tor 

tell trchnologst.; what new products they can create. This  will result in products h a t  don't necessarily reflect 
n l i t t  consumers like me actudlywant, md it could result In me being charged more inone>- fobr infenor 
functlotidity 

If tllr FCC I S S U ~ E  P broadcast flag tnmdatel I would actudly be less likely to make dn mvestinent 111 D?7'-cap&bk 
receivers atid other equipment. I will not p y  more for devices that limit my nghts st t h e  behest of Hollyvood. 
Please do not matldAte broadcast tlag technology for distd television. Thmk you for your utne. 

lourlng movie s t u d i o s  to veto features of DTV-recephon equipmetit urd1 enable the s h t d m s  to 

Smrtely.  

Rich Davies 
19881 13th PL W 
Lyxiwoodj TVAi OS036 
csri 
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iammi=sioner i l i c h a m l  J Copps 
Edsra 1 Communications C o m m i s s i o n  
4-15 12th Street. NW 
Vashington .  D C 2 0 5 5 4  

Dear liich;.el Copps 

I 3 7 1 1  wr l t ing tsr voice IO;' opposition t o  any FCC-mandated adoptlor, of "broadcast 
i l i d  technology for digital television As a consumer and citlzen. I feel 
s t ra rq l? .  that such a policv would be bad for Innovation. consumer rights. and the 
Iultimate adoption of DTV 

A r d n u s t ,  cunpetitiutz market tor cnnsumer electrnnics must he roNjtad in 
minutactiirers' ability to innovate for their customers Allowimg movie studins to 
vetis tea t lures  ut D T F r e c e p t i o n  equipment w i l l  enable t h e  studios tc l  tell 

t i n u l o g i s t s  what n r v  products they can create. This w i l l  result in products 
t. (don't necessarily reflect what c n n ~ u m e r s  like me actuall:, want .  and it could 

result in me being charged more money for Inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually he less likely to 
m a k  an  i n v e s t m e n t  in DTU-capable receivers and other equipment. I w i l l  not pay 
more for  &vices that limit my rights at the behest of Holly~rond Please do nut 
i l l , - n i l t e  broadc,ast flag technology for digital television Thank ;mu f o r  your time 

F b h t ~ y  KuykendJLl 
P 0 Boll 6 01 

t , h e r t u r d .  OK 7 3 0 9 6  
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October 19 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
145 12th Street. NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon oi "broadcast ilag" technology lor dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen, I feel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad ior Innovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultlrnate 
adoptlon of D N  

A robust. competltlve market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manuiacturers' ablllty to Innovale for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to veto leatures o l  DN-receptlon equlpment wlll enable the studlas to tell technologlsts 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarlly rellect what consumers llKe me 
actually want, and It could result In me belng charged more money tor Inferlor lunctlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less likely to make an Investment In ON-capable recelvers 
and Other equipment I wlll not pay more ior devlces that llmlt my rights at the behest of Hollywood. Please do not mandate 
broadcast flag technology tor dlgltal televlslon. Thank you ior your tlme 

Sincerely, 

Paul rlllauit 
1149 Dutton St 
New Bedford MA 02745 
USA 



3ctober 19, 2003 

-ommissioner 1Zichael I ,  Capps 
Federal Cornmumcatlotis Commission 

T X ' d ~ n g t o ~ ~ .  D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Coppjl 

I an wnhng to voice my opporihon to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flag" technc 
television. A s  a consumer atid cibzcn. I feel strongly that E U C ~  a palicyurould be bad for  inno~i: 
q l i t j ,  atid the ultimate adoption of DTV. 

.A robust. competitive maiket for consumer electronics must be rooted $1, mmufxturers'  ab&? 
their customers. .illou.m_e movie stuUiLos to v e t o  features of DTWreception equipment urd ena 
tell technolopsts u h t  new products they c m  create. This  ud l  result in products that don't n e c i  

n h u r  coiisumers like me actuallyu.ant, m d  it could result in me being chirged more money- for  

,- 

445 12th Street3 NW 

fu*lct londl~- .  

It the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would achldly be less likely to make at, investme 
recenieri md other equipment. I u d l  not pay more for devices that limit my +lit5 st the belies 
Please do not inmdate broadcast flag technology for distal television. Thank you for your hmt 

SIXC+, 

R n a 1  s,to\\e 
223 Clrlo .*ve 

ILdgecrest. C.i 93555 
1Y.i 

4.  10122103 5415023099 
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0ctr:rher 1 9 .  2 0 0 3  

missii:iner 1,i ichael J Copps 
- 8  rral Communications C o r n i s s i o n  

4 4 5  1 2 t h  Street .  MW 
B,-shington.  D C 2 0 5 5 4  

bea r  M i c h a e l  Copps 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  voice my o p p o s i t i o n  t o  an;. FCC-mandated a .dopt ion of " 

f i g ' '  t echnology for  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  A s  a consumer and c i t i z e n .  I 
strilnql:? t h a t  such  a p o l i c y  would be  bad f a r  innooa. t iol>.  consumer r i g  
u l t i m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of D T V  

A r o b u s t ,  conpeltltlve market f o r  consumer electronics must be r o o t e d  
; m u f , ~ c t u r e r s '  ability t o  i n n o v a t e  f o r  t h e i r  cus tomers  Al lov ing  K X ~  

f e a t u r e s  8 ; l f  DTU-reception equipment vi11 e n a b l e  t h e  s t u d i o s  to  t 
t e d m o l o g i s t s  what neii' p r o d u c t s  t hey  can  i ; rea . te .  T h i s  w i l l  r e s u l t  in 
t . b t  d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  reflect what consumers  l i k e  m e  a c t u a l l y  want.  
r e s u l t  III  m e  b e i n g  chavged more money for l n f e r l o r  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  

I f  t h e  FCC issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate.  I would a c t u a l l y  he  less 
mike an investi l ient i n  DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment .  I ' r 7 l  
nmre f a r  d e v i c e s  that. l i m i t  my r i g h t s  a t  t h e  b e h e s t  of Ho1l:rwood. F l t  
mandate b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  technology fo r  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  Thank you f 

I- '1ncerely,  

!Greg Gnode 
3 5 4 1  s b a r r i n g t o n  a u e  
L ~ 3 s  Anyeles .  CA 911066 
IT';?. 
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.. 
Federal Communications Commission 
415 l ? t h  Street. HW 

r Michael Copps 

I am T h n - i t i n g  tu .voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of " 

t h g "  t,echnology for digital television As a consumer and citizen. I 
strongly that such a policy would be bad f o r  innovation. consuiter rig 
111 t ima te adopt ion of DTV . 

A ruhust, competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted 
r~mnufacturers' abilit:? to innovate for their customers Allowing ~ m v i  
veto features of DTV-reception equipment r i i l l  enable the studios ta t 
t ,n ;hnulugis t s  Tihat new products they can creatr. This will result IN 
t,hat, d i i n ' t  necessarily reflect what consumers like me actually want. 
result in me being charged more money for inferior functionality 

If the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate. I would actually be less 
miire an investment in DTV-capable receivers and other equipment. I w i  
i ~ t n ~ e  for devices that limit my rights at the behest of Hollyr,iood P l e  
r~mnda te broadcast f lag technology for dig1 t a l  television. Thank you f 

s 1 ricere 1 y 

l l t re r lo  Lorente 
2,320 3€th lue S 
l i i rmeapo l i s ,  1,iH 554116 
II!<A 
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s t r o n g l y  t h a t  such a. policy wuuld be bad for i nnova t ion .  c o n s u i ~ e r  rig 
u l t i m a t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

A rmtsust. c o i n p e t i t i n e  market for  consumer electrunics must Le r o u t e d  
manuf .c tur r r s '  3bility t o  i n n o v a t e  f u r  t h e i r  c u s t o m e r s .  Allowing movi, 
:.et,,:# f e a t u r e s  uf DTV-reception equipment w i l l  e n a b l e  t h e  s t u d i o s  t o  t 
technologists what n e w  p r o d u c t s  they  can create This will result in 
that, d o n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  reflect what consumers  like me act i ia l iy  Want. 
resal t i n  me being cha rged  more money for  i n f e r i o r  f u n c t i u n a l i  t y  

I t  t h e  FCC issues a t i roadcas t  f l ag  mandate ,  I would a c t u a l l y  L e  less 
mike a n  inves tment  in DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment .  I v i  
~ ) m ~ e  f n r  devices that l imit  my rights a t  the b e h e s t  of Hollywood P l e  
mandate broadcast f l a g  technology f u r  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  Thank :mu f 

S 1 IIC-FJre I y 

4 ,  10122103 54130z309Y 
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October 19. 2003 

C r ~ m r o i s s i o n e r  Michael J Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
4.15 12th Street. NW 
Washington. D C 2 0 5 5 1  

Dear t l i chae l  Copps 

I d m  wi.itirlg tu voice my opposition to an:, FCC-ma.ndated adoptlon of " 

f h q "  t a c h n c ~ l a g : ~  for digital televlsinn As a consumer and citlzen. I 
strcingly that such a policy would be bad fsIr innovation. consumer rig 
i.11tnoat.e adoption of DTV 

A rutlust . ,  coi~~~,etiti.ve market f o r  consumer electronics must be routed 
m3nutacturers' ,ability to innovate for  their custoniers. Allowing movi 
veto features of DTV-reception equipment r , r i l l  enable the studios to t 
techrmlogists vhat  new products they can create. This will result ~ r n  
t.lmt, don't necessarily reflect what cnnsumers like me actually want. 
result in n i e  being charged more money for inferior functionality 

If t,he FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less 
m~lie an investment i n  DTU-capable receivers and other equipment I WI 
mnre for  dev ices  that limit my rights at the behest of Hollywood P l e  
rimiidate broadcast flag technology for digital television. Thank ;mu f 

Sincerely, 

T h e t ~  Van Dinter 
4 4  Birch St 
Ileedham , MA 0 2 4 9 4 
ITS:, 

iM, 10122103 541 3023099 
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October 19. 2003 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Cammunicntlanr Commission 
445 12th S t r q  N W  
T'i'ishmgtat~~ D.C. 20534 

Dear hlichael Copps. 

I an wnhng to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast flag" techno 
tilcrnsion. As a consumer and citizen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for mnova 
richts. m d  the  ultimate adoption of D'IV 

:I robust. competitive market for consumer electronics must be rooted in manufacmrerr' ability 
their customers. Allowing mmile srudios to veto features of DTKreceptioii equipment will enal 
tell technologits u h t  ne\v products they can create. 'nits wll  result in products that dodt ncce 
whnt c o m u ~ ~ l c l i s  like me actuually want, and it could result m me being charged more  money for 
f U t l C t i O l l a l 1 ~ .  

IF the  FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less likely to make m iiivestmer 
ieceniers =id other equipment. I mill not  pay more for devices that limit my rights A t  the  behest 
Please do not maidate broadcast flag technologyfor dtgtal television. Thmk you for your hme 

s>nc,,+, 

Dave Hetisarling 
61 Hreza Rd 
.U1entowti3 KJ OS501 
CSA 

1, 1Ol22103 541 30230m 
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October 19 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Cominlsslon 
445 12th Street NW 
Washlngton D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast flag" technology for dlgkal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for lnnovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultimate 
adoptlon of DTV 

A robust competltlve market for consumer electronics must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for their 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to veto features o? DN-receptlon equipment wlll enable the studlos to tell technologlsts 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarlly rerlect what consunders llke me 
actually want, and it could result In me belng charged more money for inferlor functlonallty 

l i the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DNcapab le  recelvers 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more ?or devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollvwood Pleade do not mandate 
broadcast ?lag technology tor dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your tlme 

Slncerely 

Llndsey Smlth 
2135 SE Maln St 
Portland OR 97214 
USA 
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, - -  
f l a g "  t e c h n o l r q y  f o r  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  A s  d consumer a n d  citizen. I fee l  
s t r c ~ n g l ~ r  t h a t  s u c h  il policy ~vould  b e  bad h r  inno ,va txon .  consumer r i g h t s .  and the 
111t.imate adopt,ion oi DT? 

A ru tms t . ,  c o m p e t i t i v e  marke t  for  c ~ n s u m e r  electronics must he rooted in 
r , ,3naf=r ,~ t . i* rers '  a h i 1 i f . y  t c  i n n o v a t e  for t h e i r  c u s t o m e r s  Allowing n m v l e  studlus t o  
veto t e a t u r e s  of DTV-recept ion equipment  w i l l  e n a b l e  t h e  studios t o  t e l l  
t e c h n u l o g i s t s  ,what ne8  p r o d u c t s  t h e y  can c r e a . t e .  T h i s  will r e s u l t  i n  p r o d u c t s  
that ,  don' t  necessarily reflect what c o n s u m e r s  l i k e  me a c t u a l l y  want .  a n d  ~t c o u l d  
r e s u l t  i n  me b e i n g  c h a r g e d  more money for  i n f e r i o r  f u n c t i o n a l i t y .  

If the FCC issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate  I r,rould a c t u a l l y  b e  less l i k e l y  t o  
,~~,>b.e  a n  i n v e s t s e n t  i n  DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  a n d  o t h e r  e q u i p m e n t .  I w i l l  not pa:, 
mc,rr for d e v i c e s  t h a t  limit my r i g h t s  a t  the behest of Hollywood P lease  d o  not 
mind.-.te b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  t e c h n o l o g y  fo r  d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  Thank you for y o u r  time 

r ;.lncerely, 

Ale:.: Stetfen 
2061 Richmond E l v d  
Oakland .  CA 9 4 6 1 1  
I!% 
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actober 19, 2002 

Cotntnxnoner Llichael J. Coppr 
Fedetal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street. NIX' 
\Y'xlxngtoti~ D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Copps, 

I am writing to voice my opporihoti to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast ilag" teclitiolog for d~stal 
tplernnon. .%s a consumer and citizen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad tor ~nnovation. consumer 
n h t i .  m d  t h e  ultlmate adoption of DTV 

.i robust. compeuuve market far consumer electronics must be looted in manufachlrerr' ability to mnovate for  
their customers.  ,illa\r.mg movie studms to veto famres of D??'-receptlon equlpmetnt w11 enable the s rudmr  to 
tell technolopits what new products they c m  create. Tlxi will result in products that doti't tiecessaiily reilect 
w h t  consumeii like m e  a c h d l y  want. atld it could result ~n me being charged inore money for d e n o r  
t u i l C U O n 3 l l ~ .  

I f  t h e  FCC issues ,I brodcas t  fla~rnandate, I would actually be less h h l y  to make -1 investment in D??'-capsMe 
receivers md other equipment. I w l l  not pay more for devices that limit my rights at t h e  behest of Hollyrood. 
I'leise do not matldate broadcast tlag technolog for dgtd television. Thmk you for p u r  time. 

%lCerel~~. 

F'railc Sleik 
545 Dnn~ion St 
QumnececI MI 49676 
us.+ 
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October 19, 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washington, D c 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon o i  "broadcast ilag" technology for dlgital televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen, I feel srrongly that such a policy would be bad ior Innovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultlmate 
adoptlon of D N  

A robust. competltlve market ior consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manuiacturers' ablllty to lnnovateior thelr 
customers Allowing movle studios to veto features a i  DN-reception equlpment wlll enable the studlos to tell technologisrs 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarlly reflect what consumers llke me 
actually want. and It could result In me belng charged more money for Inierlor functlonallty. 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast i lag mandate, I would actually be less Ilkely to make an Investment In DN-capable recelvers 
and other equlpment I WIII not pay more ior devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest o i  Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast tlag technology ior dlgltal televlslon Thank you for your tlme. 

Sincerely 

Tray Rorle 
2 W Henderson SI 
Wrlghtsvllle Beach NC 28480 
USA 
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October 19. 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCC-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast flag" technology for dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen, I feel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad for lnnovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultlmate 
adoptlon of D N  

A robust, competltlve market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate lor thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to veto features of DN-receptlon equlpment wIII enable the studlos to tell technologlsts 
what new products they can create. Thl9 wlll result In products that don't necessarlly reflect what consumers llke me 
actually want, and It could result In me belng charged more money for Inferlor functlonallty. 

I f  the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DW-capable recelvers 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more far devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollvwood Please do not mandate 
broadcast l lag technology Tor dlgltal televlslon. Thank you lor your time 

Slncerely 

WIlllarn Dodd 
7505 Blue Beach Cove 
Austln, TX 70759 
USA 
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October 19. 2003 

Commlssloner Michael J Copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washlngton D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael Copps, 

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon tu any FCC-mandated adoptlon o i  "broadcast flag" technology for dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen. I ieel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad lor Innovatlon, consumer rlghts. and the ultlmate 
adoptlon o i  D N  

A robust. campetltlve market ior consumer eiectronlcs must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle studlos to Vet0 ieatures of DN-receptlon equipment wlll enable the studios to tell technologlsts 
what new products they can create Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarlly reilect what consumers llke me 
actually want, and It could result In me belng charged more money for lnierloriunctlonallty 

If the FCC Issues a broadcast flag mandate, 1 would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DTV-capable recelvers 
and other equlpment I wlll not pay more for devlces that llmlt my rlghts at the behest o i  Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast ilag technology tor dlgltal televlslon Thank you (or your tlme 

Slncerely. 

Karen Henderson 
10KO Eaton Rd 
Chlco. CA 95973 
USA 
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October 19, 2003 

Commmssioner Ll~chael J .  Coppr 
Fcdernl Cotnmumcahons C o m ~ n ~ s s ~ a n  
445 12th Street. NW 
TX~rh~ngta t i ,  D.C. 20554 

Dear Michael Coppi. 

I an virung to voice my opposiuon to ,my FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flag" technology for  &ptd 
televmioii. A a  a consumer and ciuzen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for innovadon, consulnes 
nphti. atid the ulhmate adoption of DTV. 

.% robust3 competitive market tor consume1 electronics must be rooted in manufachlrerr' ability to mnoiiate For 
their Customers. Allowlngmorrie rtudtos to veto features of DTV-reception equipment w ~ l l  enable the studto; to 
tell technologits what tiew products they c m  create. This mill result in products that don't necesianly reilect 
a4ut  coniumeri like me achldy  want, aid it could result 111 ine Lemg chxged more inoneg for mCeenar 
tutlctlotldlq-. 

It the FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less likely to make ui mveittnent in D'T'l-capable 
i e s m ~ e i i  md other equipment. I wdl not  pay more for devices that limit my rights at t h e  behest of Holl>x,ood. 
l'leare do not matidate broadcast tlag technolow for & g t d  television. Thank you for your tlme. 

Smcrrel~-. 

lohn Puizer 
151 Calderon $195 
\fount& View, C h  94041 
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C ~ m m i s s i o ~ ~ z r  1, i ichael J Copps 
FemArra 1 Communicat ions Commission 
4 4 5  l2t.h Street .  NbJ 

r,c.ir Michael C#.IpF,s 

hingtan. D C 2 0 5 5 4  

€'Ie:-se ~ ; ~ y r ~ ~ c ~ s a  , d u p t m n  uf " b r o a d c a s t  f l a g "  technology f o r  d l g l t a l  t e l e u l s l o r l  A s  
,- ~nmsumei- ,?n~3 cc1tlzen. I feel  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  such  a p o l i c y  would h e  had for  
inrm' ;~ t ion .  consumer rights. and t h e  u l t i i m t e  a d o p t i o n  of DTV 

A r o b u s t .  c o m p e t i t i v e  market for consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  must he  rooted i n  
~ ~ i a n u t a c t u r e r s '  a b l l i t y  t o  i n n o v a t e  for  t h e i r  cus tomers .  Allowing movie studlos tu 
vet.cl f e a t u r e s  of DTU-reception equipment will e n a b l e  t h e  s t u d i o s  to  t a l l  
t.emzhnologists what new p r o d u c t s  t hey  can  create. T h i s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  p r o d u c t s  
t h t .  3tm't n e c z s s a r i l v  ref lect what consumers  l i k e  me a c t u a l l y  want .  and i t  could 
~-e:wlt  i n  me h e i n g  charged  more money f o r  i n f e r l o r  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  

If t h e  FCC i s s u e s  a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate ,  I voirld a c t u a l l y  b e  less 1 lk .e l .T  t!? 
mak an inves tment  in DTU-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment . I will no t  pay 
11~831.e f o r  device-.  t h a t  lnai t  my r i g h t s  a t  t h e  behes t  of Hol1;"ruod P l e a s e  do ncst 
i~mndate  b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  technology f o r  digital t e l e v i s l o n  Thank you for  your  time 

5 ~ , # Z e I - ! 3 1 ~ ,  
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October  1 9 .  2 0 0 3  

~Comiiticsioner Michael J Copps 
F d e r a l  Comrunica t iuns  Commission 
4 4 5  1 2 t h  Street .  N W  
% s h n i g t o n .  D C .  2 0 5 5 4  

Llear t i i chae l  Copps 

I am wrltlnl-1 t o  v o i c e  m i 7  ODDosltion to  anv FCC-mandated a d o o t i o n  of " b r o a d c a s t  
~ 

.~ , .. 
f l i g "  t,eN-hnulogy for d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n  A s  a consumer and c i t i z e n .  I fee1 
s t r o n g l y  t h a t  s u c h  a policv would be  bad f c i r  i nnova t ion .  consumer r i g h t s .  and t h e  
1.1 1 t I mate adup t. 1 on of  DTV 

A r ~ + u s t .  c o m p e t i t i v e  market f o r  consumer e l e c t r o n i c s  iliust bo r o u t e d  i n  
r,l,~ni.~i.ct,urers' a b i l i t y  to i n n o v a t e  far thei~r customers Allmring iiiovie studios t,o 
vet,rs t e a t u r e s  of DTV-reception equipment ~1 .11  e n a b l e  t h e  s t u d i o s  t o  tel l  
technologists what new p r o d u c t s  t hey  can  create. T h i s  u i l l  r e s u l t  in p r o d u c t s  
th,3t, d o n ' t  necessarily reflect what consumers  like m e  a c t u a l l y  ,want. and i t  cou ld  
r e s u l t  in me b e i n g  cha rged  more money f o r  i n f e r i o r  f u n c t i o n a l i t y .  

I f  t h e  FCC issues a b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  mandate.  I would a c t u a l l y  be less l i k e l y  t o  
make an inves tment  i n  DTV-capable r e c e i v e r s  and o t h e r  equipment I wi11 no t  pay 
more fnr d e v i c e s  t h a t  limit m y  r i g h t s  at t h e  b e h e s t  of Hol1yu:ood PleaBe do nc8t 
mandate b r o a d c a s t  f l a g  technology for d i g i t a l  t e l e v i s i o n .  Thank you for  your  time 

?,llU:erely 

%her  t Eeckman 
1C1915 Ramsgate D r  
I-;~3ntee. cii Y 2 l l i l  
IJ c. A 
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3ctober 19. 2003 

Commlssloner Mlchael J copps 
Federal Communlcatlons Commlsslon 
445 12th Street, NW 
Washlngton, D C 20554 

Dear Mlchael topps  

I am wrltlng to volce my opposltlon to any FCt-mandated adoptlon of "broadcast flag" technology for dlgltal televlslon As a 
consumer and cltlzen, I feel strongly that such a pollcy would be bad lor lnnovatlon, consumer rlghts, and the ultlmate 
adoptlon of DTV 

A robust, competltlve market for consumer electronlcs must be rooted In manufacturers' ablllty to Innovate for thelr 
customers Allowlng movle Studlos to veto features ot DN-receptlon equlpment wlll enable r h e  studlos t@ tell technologists 
what new products they can create. Thls wlll result In products that don't necessarlly reflect what consumers llke me 
actually want and It could result In me belng charged more money for Inferlor functlonallty 

it t h e  FCC issues a broadcast flag mandate, I would actually be less llkely to make an Investment In DN-capable recelvers 
and other equlpment I w11l not pay more for devlces that Ilmlt my rlghts at the behest of Hollywood Please do not mandate 
broadcast llag technology for dlgltal televlslon. Thank you for your tlme 

Slncerely 

Ed Wrlght 
13406 NW Sherry St 
PnRland OR 97229 
USA 
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7ill Gothilow 
702 S .  Phillipa Sti-wt 
South &ml. IN 460 I Y 

1 
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October 19. 2003 

Cornmirsmner Michael 1 .  Copps 
Federal Corntnutxcahoni Commission 

K'asliington, D.C. 20554 

Dpir Michael Copps, 

I an umting to voice my opposition to any FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcnet flag" technolow for diptal 
telerismn. 4 s  a consumer and citizen, I feel strongly that such a policy would be bad for  mnovation, consumer 
n&ts. a ld  die ultimate adophoti of DTV. 

..\ robust, cotnpeuhve market for consumer electronics must be rooted 111 rnanufxturerr '  ability to innovate fox 
their customers. Allowing movie studtos to veto feeatures of DTV-receptlon equipment will enable the studios to 
tell techrioloysti what flew products they can create. This  will result in products that dodt  neces~anly retlect 
n.hat coriiumefs like m e  ~ c h d l y  w m t j  and it could result in me being charged more  money for mfenor 

445 12th Street, NTTii 

h l C t i 0 t l l l t y  

I f  the FCC i i iues  a broadcast tlag mandate, I would actudly be less l~kely to mnke rn inveiunent 111 DTV-capable 
~ P T P ~ V F I V  a i d  other equipment. I udl n o t  pay more Cor devices that litnit my nghti It t h e  behest of Hollysood. 
Please do iiot inaidate  broadcast flag technology for dtgital television. 'Ihlhank you For your hme. 

SltlCerely. 

4530 Tmlspetlng Court 
Edwn Gore 

Colorado Sptmgs, CO 60917 
C S r i  
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October 19. 2003 

Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
F ~ P P ~  Cotnmunicatlans Commissian 
445 12th Street, N W  
Vashmgton, D.C. 20554 

Dear hiichael Coppa. 

I an nmbng to voice my opposition to my FCC-mandated adoption of "broadcast flag" technology for +tal 
television. .%s a con;utner and cltaen. I feel strongly that mch ,I policy would be bad for mt~ovation, conxuner 
n$ts. and the ulumite a d o p o n  of DTV 

ri robust> cornpeuuue market far consumer electrotiics must be rooted in manufacNterr'  ablllty to innovite for 
t lmr  Customers. ,.iIlmxr.ln_e movie studios to veto features of DTV-reception equipmetit urd1 enable the stxdios to 
tell technologsts what new products they can create. "his \ d l  result in products that don't necessarily retlect 
wlmt consumers like me nchlally want, Mid it could result in me being charged more money for inferior 
iunctlonalq. 

I f  tlx FCC issues a broadcast flag matidate, I would nctudly be less likely to make an investment in DTV-capable 
L ~ C I V ~ U S  and other equipment. I d l  not pay more for devices that limit my rights at the behest of Hollywood. 
I'leuse do not matidate broadcast flag technology for &gtd television. Thmk you for  youi ume. 

Su11:rrdy. 

E e m  8. S u i m  Barrett 
8453 N.~y-lor Ave 
Lo5 .%~_eeles, C.i 90045 
cs:\ 


